DE 01-057

ELECTR C UTI LI TY ENERGY EFFI O ENCY CORE PROGRAMS
Joint Petition for Approval of Core Prograns
Order Fol l owi ng Pre-Hearing Conference

ORDER NO 23,705

May 17, 2001

APPEARANCES: CGerald M Eaton, Esq. for Public
Servi ce Conpany of New Hampshire; Any G Rabinowitz, Esq. for
Granite State Electric Conpany; LeBoeuf, Lanb, G eene & MacRae
LLP by Scott J. Mieller, Esq. for Concord Electric Conpany and
Exeter & Hanpton El ectric Conpany; John Al exander for
Connecticut Valley Electric Conpany; Robert Reals for New
Hanpshire El ectric Cooperative, Inc.; New Hanpshire Lega
Assi stance by Alan M Linder, Esq. for the Save OQur Hones
Organi zation; Jane M Doherty for the Environnental
Responsibility Commttee of the Episcopal Di ocese of New
Hanpshire,, the Province | Environnental Network of the
Epi scopal Church and New Hanpshire Interfaith Power and Light;
Meredith A. Hatfield, Esq. for the Governor's O fice of Energy
and Community Services; Joanne O. Mrin for the New Hanpshire
Department of Environnental Services; Ofice of Consuner
Advocate by Kenneth Traum on behal f of residential ratepayers;
and Donald M Kreis, Esq. for the Staff of the New Hanpshire
Public Utilities Conm ssion.

l. BACKGROUND AND PROCEDURAL HI STORY

This proceedi ng grows out of our Order No. 23,574
(Novenber 1, 2000) in Docket No. DR 96-150, approving with
certain nodifications the recommendati ons of the New Hanpshire
Energy Efficiency Working Group (Wrking Goup) relative to
the future of ratepayer-funded energy efficiency initiatives
in New Hanpshire in |ight of the significant changes mandat ed

by the Electric Industry Restructuring Act, RSA 374-F. In
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Order No. 23,574, we directed the state’s electric utilities
to work together on the devel opnent of a set of “core” energy
efficiency progranms that would assure a baseline |evel of
uniformty and consistency in this inportant aspect of
i ndustry restructuring across the state. W directed the
utilities to file a petition seeking approval of the Core
Progranms on or about January 1, 2001, with specified deadlines
for utility-specific programs thereafter. The Comm ssion
subsequently extended the deadline for the Core Prograns
filing to March 15, 2001.

On March 14, 2001, the Core Prograns filing was
submtted to the Conmm ssion on behalf of Concord Electric
Conpany (Concord), Connecticut Valley Electric Conmpany (CVEC),
Exeter and Hanpton Electric Conpany (E&H), Granite State
El ectric Conpany (GSEC), New Hanpshire Electric Cooperative,
Inc. (NHEC) and Public Service Conpany of New Hanpshire (PSNH)
(collectively, the Electric Utilities). The Comm ssion
thereafter issued an Order of Notice scheduling a Pre-Hearing
Conf erence, requiring public notice of the Pre-Hearing
Conference through publication of the Order and establishing a
deadline for intervention petitions.

In its Order of Notice, the Comm ssion granted the

request of the Electric Utilities to open a new docket to
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consi der the Core Prograns, rather than conduct the instant
proceedi ng under the aegis of the Comm ssion’s omi bus and
| ongstanding restructuring docket, DR 96-150. The El ectric
Uilities reasoned, and we agreed, that in light of the
vol um nous service list and roster of intervenors in Docket
No. DR 96-150, it would be reasonable to require each DR 96-
150 party desiring to participate in the instant proceeding to
indicate that intention affirmatively. Accordingly, we set a
deadline for the DR 96-150 parties to indicate such an
intention on the sanme date as our general deadline for
intervention in this docket.

The Order of Notice was duly published and,
thereafter, the Comm ssion received tinely intervention
petitions fromthe Conservation Law Foundation (CLF); the
Envi ronment al Responsibility Comm ttee of the Episcopal
Di ocese of New Hanpshire, the Province |I Environmental Network
of the Episcopal Church and New Hanpshire Interfaith Power and
Li ght (appearing jointly and collectively referred to here as
the Diocese); the Governor’s O fice of Energy and Community
Services (GOECS); the New Hanmpshire Departnment of
Envi ronnment al Services (DES) and the Save Qur Homes
Organi zation (SOHO). The Comm ssion al so received requests

for limted intervention from New Hanpshire Ball Bearing, Inc.
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and Energy North Natural Gas d/b/a Keyspan Energy Delivery New
Engl and. The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) exercised its
authority to enter an appearance on behalf of residential

rat epayers.

The Pre-Hearing Conference took place as schedul ed
on May 3, 2001. The Comm ssion considered the pending
intervention petitions and, thereafter, heard statenents of
prelimnary positions fromthe parties and Conm ssion Staff
(Staff). Subsequent to the Pre-Hearing Conference the parties
and Staff conducted a technical session for the purpose of
seeki ng agreenent on a proposed procedural schedule to govern
t he remai nder of this proceeding. On May 4, 2001, Staff filed
a letter with the Comm ssion indicating that such an agreenent
had been reached and outlining the proposed schedul e that had
been agreed upon.

[1. PETITIONS TO | NTERVENE

There were no objections to any of the petitions for
intervention and limted intervention. Accordingly, the
Comm ssion granted all pending petitions at the Pre-Hearing
Conf er ence.

I PRELI M NARY POSI TI ONS OF THE PARTI ES AND STAFF

a. The Joint Filing
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According to the witten filing nade by the Electric
Utilities on March 14, 2001, each of the state's electric
utilities propose to offer core energy efficiency prograns
consisting of the "Energy Star" honmes program the "Energy
Star" appliances program a residential lighting program a
residential retrofit program |owincone energy efficiency
services program and a rebate programtargeted to new
construction by commercial and industrial custoners. In
addition, each of the utilities except CVEC proposes a core
programinvolving the retrofitting of facilities of |arge and
smal | commercial and industrial custoners. Finally, all of
the utilities except CVEC propose core prograns for
retrofitting efficiency neasures for both |large and small

comrer ci al and i ndustrial custoners.

b. Public Service Conpany of New Hanpshire

PSNH i ndicated its support for the proposed core
prograns and indicated that it |ooked forward to addressing
t he concerns of the intervenors and Staff so that the next
step can be taken and conpany-specific energy efficiency

prograns be submtted to the Comm ssion.

C. Granite State Electric Conmpany

GSEC noted that the proposed core prograns

i ncorporate work of the Energy Efficiency Working G oup and
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shoul d be adopted because they assure a baseline |evel of

consi stency throughout the state.

d. Exeter & Hanpton El ectric Conpany and Concord
El ectric Conpany

The jointly owned E&H and Concord indicated their
support for the core prograns filing and the policy
initiatives contained therein.

e. Connecticut Valley Electric Conpany

CVEC noted that it faces unique challenges with
regard to the core progranms because it has not yet been
restructured and because, in 1998, the Comm ssion approved its
proposal to term nate all conservation and | oad managenent
prograns. See Order No. 22,892 (April 1, 1998). CVEC al so
noted that its affiliate, Central Vernont Public Service
Conmpany, offers no energy efficiency prograns because in
Ver nont such prograns are offered by a separate energy
efficiency utility. CVEC noted that, as required by Order No.
22,892, it has been keeping a |log of all custoner inquiries

related to conservation and | oad nmanagenent.

f. New Hanpshire Electric Cooperative

NHEC i ndicated that it was actively involved in
preparing the core prograns filing, supports the initiative
and | ooks forward to working out details with the intervenors

and Staff.
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g. Save Qur Homes Organi zation

SOHO noted that its primary interest is the | ow
i ncone aspects of the proposed core prograns. He indicated
that the proposal is consistent with the approach advocated by
the Comm ssion's Low | ncone Working Group, that it will be
hel pful to receive nore details about the functioning of the
proposed core prograns, particularly in the areas of custoner

educati on and marketing.

h. &overnor's O fice of Energy and Conmunity Services

GOECS commended the utilities for their joint
filing, noting that when the core prograns are inplemented New
Hampshire will be anong only a handful of states wi th adequate
fundi ng for energy efficiency programs. However, GOECS
suggested that a truly col |l aborative process had not yet taken
pl ace because parties other than the utilities had not been
truly involved in the devel opnment of the core prograns
proposal

GOECS noted that the System Benefits Charge (SBC)
funds that will pay for the core prograns are public funds.
Therefore, according to GOECS, it is vital that the public
have a voice in the design and inplenentati on of such
progr ans.

GOECS noted that it already adm nisters certain
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federally funded energy efficiency initiatives. According to
GOECS, these prograns could be folded into the SBC-funded core
prograns. An exanple noted by GOECS was its "lIndustries of
t he Future" program

In the view of GOECS, the core progranms under
di scussi on here should not be a mere continuation of past
prograns. According to GOECS, it was consulted by the
utilities briefly, at the conclusion of the devel opnent of the
core prograns filing, but did not truly have an opportunity to
participate in the process. GOECS took the position that the
proposal in its present form does not conply with Order No.
23,574 or the recommendati ons of the Energy Efficiency Working
Group. Therefore, GOECS recommended that the utilities
consider "returning to the draw ng board" and includi ng ot her

parties in program design efforts.

h. O fice of Consuner Advocate

OCA indicated that it was in general agreement wth
the views of GOECS. OCA indicated that it advocates statew de
adm ni stration of energy efficiency prograns and views the
core progranms filing as a positive step. According to OCA,

t he Conmm ssion should consider the possibility of a separate
energy efficiency utility as exists in Vernont. OCA indicated

that it was willing to let the current process "play out,"
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noting that much work | ay ahead before actual program

i npl ement ati on.

i Depart nent of Environnmental Services

DES voi ced support for the establishment of a
separate entity to adm nister energy efficiency prograns,
noting that Vernont's initiative has been successful.
According to DES, such an entity could be an existing
nonprofit organi zation, GOECS or sone m x of existing
organi zations. DES noted that 25 states have statew de energy
efficiency progranms with seven providing for utility
adm ni stration, six having an i ndependent adm nistrative
entity and five using sone kind of "hybrid" form of

or gani zati on.

j. Envi ronmental Responsibility Conmmittee of the
Epi scopal Di ocese of New Hanpshire,, the Province
Environmental Network of the Episcopal Church and
New Hanmpshire Interfaith Power and Light

The Di ocese expressed concerns about a | ack of
utility accountability and a | ack of structure for
coordination in the proposed core prograns. According to the
Di ocese, the relevant performance criteria should be the sanme
fromone utility to another and there should be a better
effort to evaluate programeffects. The Di ocese voiced
support for the cost effectiveness test set forth in the

report of the Energy Efficiency Wrking G oup.
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a. Staff

Staff indicated that it would be inprovident to
relitigate issues already decided in Order No. 23,574 —
particularly the decision to require a core prograns filing of
the utilities rather than the establishment of an Energy
Efficiency Commttee. Staff indicated that it is generally
supportive of the proposed core prograns but | ooked forward to
working with the utilities and intervenors to ascertain and
refine the details of the proposal.
| V. PROCEDURAL SCHEDULE

At the conclusion of the Pre-Hearing Conference, the
parties and Staff conducted a technical session for the
pur pose of agreeing upon a proposed procedural schedule. On
May 4, 2001, Staff advised the Conm ssion in witing of the
foll ow ng proposed schedul e:

Uility working groups to provide June 1, 2001
witten report to Staff and intervenors

Techni cal session concerning June 7, 2001
residential issues

Techni cal session concerning June 8, 2001
comrerci al /i ndustrial issues

Responses by utilities to data requests June 29, 2001
posed at technical sessions

Optional supplenmental filing by July 2, 2001
utilities

Deadline for rolling data requests July 13, 2001
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to utilities
Settl enent Conf erence

Deadl i ne for data responses from
utilities

Pre-filed testinmony fromintervenors

Deadline for rolling data requests
to intervenors

Deadl i ne for data responses from
i ntervenors

Pre-filed testinmony from Staff
Deadline for rolling data requests
to Staff

Deadl i ne for data responses from
St af f

Settl enent Conference

Deadl i ne for submn ssion of
settl ement agreenent

Merits hearing

July 30, 2001

August 8, 2001

August 13, 2001
August 20,
2001

August 31, 2001

Sept enber 10, 2001
Sept ember 17,
2001

Sept enber 26, 2001

Oct ober 3, 2001
Oct ober 12, 2001
Oct ober 30-31

and
Novenmber 1, 2001

Staff noted that the objective was to "front | oad" the

procedural schedule with opportunities for

t he petitioning

utilities to provide additional details about their planned

core prograns, to explain to the extent

possi bl e the

rel ati onship between the core progranms and the planned

utility-specific initiatives and,

potentially, to reach
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agreenent with intervenors and Staff on sonme or all of the
issues in the docket. |In that regard, the proposed date for
an "optional supplenental filing" is to give the utilities an
opportunity to revise or to supplenment their filing to reflect
any such agreenents.
V. COWM SSI ON ANALYSI S

We have reviewed the proposed procedural schedul e
and conclude that it is reasonable especially because it
af fords an opportunity for intervenors, the utilities and
staff to resolve the issues noted herein. Therefore, we wll
approve it to govern the remai nder of the proceedings in this
docket .

Based upon the foregoing, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the proposed procedural schedul e
outline above is approved.

By order of the Public Utilities Conm ssion of New

Hanmpshire this seventeenth day of My, 2001.

Dougl as L. Patch Susan S. Geiger Nancy Brockway
Chai r man Conmi ssi oner Conmmi ssi oner

Attested by:
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Claire D. DiCicco
Assi stant Secretary

-13-



